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Before:   LEAVY, BEA, and N.R. SMITH, Circuit Judges. 

 

Artemio Mateo-Gonzalez, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for 

review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) decision dismissing his 

appeal from an immigration judge’s order denying cancellation of removal. We 

have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for substantial evidence the 
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agency’s determination that an alien did not establish ten years of continuous 

physical presence in the United States. Zarate v. Holder, 671 F.3d 1132, 1134 (9th 

Cir. 2012). We deny the petition for review. 

Substantial evidence supports the agency’s determination that Mateo-

Gonzalez did not establish the ten years of continuous physical presence required 

for cancellation of removal, where he did not provide sufficient evidence to meet 

his burden of proof. See 8 U.S.C. §§ 1229b(b)(1)(A), 1229a(c)(4)(A)(i). 

 Mateo-Gonzalez’s contention that the agency ignored evidence is not 

supported. See Fernandez v. Gonzales, 439 F.3d 592, 603 (9th Cir. 2006) (alien 

must overcome presumption that BIA did review all evidence where the BIA 

plainly stated it reviewed the record). His contention that the BIA did not conduct a 

meaningful analysis is also not supported. See Najmabadi v. Holder, 597 F.3d 983, 

990 (9th Cir. 2010) (“What is required is merely that [the BIA] consider the issues 

raised, and announce its decision in terms sufficient to enable a reviewing court to 

perceive that it has heard and thought and not merely reacted.” (citation omitted)). 

 PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED. 


